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NWOD Group,





 





Attached are the agency comments were discussed on Monday, 6/24/13, on the proposed SAP/QAPP for Segment 2B..





 





Kathryn Hernandez
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EPA/UTDERR Review Comments – Northwest Oil Drain, Segment #2B – Part 1 Sediment Removal, Segment #2B – Part 2 Canal Re-Route, Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) and Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP), dated May 23, 2013


General Comments:


1. Please include a discussion of the history of the western portion of the Chevron facility (area of the re-routed canal).  For example, please indicate if there have been historical processing activities in this area.  In addition, please discuss the historical groundwater monitoring on the western portion of the site and include a discussion of the previous sampling conducted along the proposed re-route path.  This information is important and provides background and context for the decisions made during this portion of the project.    



2. It is prudent to include a contingency plan for construction of the new portion of the canal.  The plan should include a strategy to sample any possible areas of concern or material that could be impacted based on field observations.  Please revise the text to address this comment.  



3. It is unclear how the procedures in the SAP/QAPP apply to the petroleum contamination previously reported along the first portion of the proposed re-route path.   Please revise the text to indicate if the confirmation samples, collected after the removal/construction of the new canal, will be discrete samples or composite samples.  Also, since there are no utilities in this area, it seems unlikely there should be Canal Bottom Residuals after the removal work is complete.



4. The SAP/QAPP proposes discrete samples along the path of the new canal to demonstrate there is no contamination exceeding performance standards.  Historically, confirmation samples have followed the composite sampling methodology proposed by the working group.  Please provide a rationale why a new sampling methodology is proposed for the re-route.  Based on all available information, the composite sampling methodology previously accepted should be applied along the re-route path.  This maintains consistency with the confirmation sampling procedures accepted for the site.  



5. Please include a rationale why no samples are proposed from the excavated material generated during construction of the new canal.  



     



Specific Comments:


1. Page A-1: Please revise the text to include another bullet item stating that "one of the primary activities to be completed as part of this work is to collect confirmation samples to verify the performance standards have been met."



2. Page A-2, First Paragraph: Please include a statement in the text that the future work performed on Segment 2B, Part 2 will be coordinated with the agencies, including the Division of Solid and Hazardous Waste, since the future removal work will be performed adjacent to the existing Solid Waste Management Unit.  



3. Page A-11. The text states the "B Layer" has no hydrocarbon odor.  This is not accurate as there are previous locations where NAPL penetrated the "B Layer" and a hydrocarbon odor was present.  Please remove this statement from the text.



4.  Page A-21: Please provide a rationale for the use of "bag" filters as compared to "sand" filters in the water treatment units. 



5. Page A-22: Decontamination water should not be put back into the canal.  Please remove this statement.








